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This letter is in response to the petition under 37 CFR 1.181, filed June 6, 2003, requesting 
withdrawal of the finality of the last Office action. 

BACKGROUND. 

A review of the file history shows that a first examiner mailed a first Office action to applicants on 
September 21 , 2000, setting a one month shortened statutory period for reply. The examiner 
required restriction between the claims, dividing the claims into four groups. Applicants replied 
on November 14, 2000, traversing the requirement, but making no specific election of any of the 
groups identified. 

A new examiner mailed a new restriction requirement to applicants on January 29, 2001, 
responding in part to the traverse and reducing the number of groups to three and providing 
proper reasons for distinctness therebetween. Applicants replied on February 20, 2001, with an 
election of Group I for prosecution purposes and traversal of the requirement. 

In the next Office action, mailed May 8, 2001, the examiner replied to the traversal of the 
restriction requirement , but did not make it Final. The examiner then rejected claims 1, 3-12, 14- 
15 and 19-29 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as indefinite. Claims 1, 12, 14-15 and 19- 
29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, for lack of enablement and other reasons. 
Claims 1, 3-12, 14-15 and 19-29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Fishman et al and Umeda in view of Huang et al and Blankenberg et al and W098/29453. Claims 
1, 3-12, 14-15 and 19-29 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Fishman et al and Umeda in view of Huang et al and Blankenberg et al and further in view of 
Ginbrone, Dvorak et al and WO 98/29453. Applicants replied on April 1, 2002, by adding claims 
39-42, and addressing all of the rejections. 
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